Randy E. Davidson

3300 Penobscot Building
645 Griswold
Detroit, MI 48226
May 8, 2002
Mr. Corbn Davis, Clerk
Michigan Supreme Court
P.0. Box 30052
Lansing, MI 48909
Re:  Proposed Amendments to MCR 7.302 and MCR 7.316
Files 1999-50 and 2000-27
Dear Mr. Davis:

The Coust should ot adopt the proposal to reduce the time for filing applications for leave to appeal
to the Court from 56 days to 42 days. |
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O ‘Sullivan v Boerckel, 526 US 838; 119 S Ct 1728; 144 L Ed 2d 1 (1999).
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